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April 12, 2000
Present: Dde Stedman, Chair, Bill Lampson, Vice-Chair, Ted Bottiger, Don Briscoe,
Representative Shirley Hankins, Peter Hurley, Bettie Ingham, Andrew Johnsen, Charles
Mott

Absent: Senator Mary Margaret Haugen, John Kelly, Patricia Otley

The Chair caled the meeting to order at 8:30 am. The Committee reviewed the
summary of the March 29" meeting and approved it as presented.

Public Comment

Ron Scheck, Trangt Solutions, distributed copies of asummary of nationd trangt trends
observed over the past decade.

Developing Committee Options. “20-Year |nvestments’

Kjris Lund, project manager for the Commission, presented an update on the Steering
Committee’ s discussions and activities regarding preparation for the full Commission
retrest on May 18. Lund asked for the Investment Strategies Committeg’ s suggestions
and ideas on aframework for organizing options that will be shared with the public to
dimulate discussion and receive public input. Peter Hurley suggested that the
Commission frame the options by the types of mgor improvements that would result —a
vison-driven framework rather than arevenue-driven framework. Gerry Cormick,
consultant to the Commission, noted that the Commission iswrestling with three issuesin
deciding on aframework: how to represent the options, the interdependence of certain
options, and the building-block nature of certain options. Lund also shared common
themes emerging from the five Committees

Lund reviewed the components of a Committee report to be written by staff. The report
will summarize the work coming from the Investment Strategies Committee on the
options and will be circulated to the full Commission. She aso reviewed the
Commission’s schedule through the end of the summer, and asked Commissionersto set
asde June 19 as atentative date for another meeting. Lund sought volunteers from the
Committee to work with staff on trangportation system modeling projects over the



summer. Peter Hurley suggested that due to budget and time congraints, the Committee
and gtaff should work on aset of evauation criteriafor investments rather than a complex
modd.

The Chair commented on an article from the Spokane Spokesman-Review, which reported
that only 22 people attended two heavily promoted hearings held the previous evening on
Spokane' s street repairs and maintenance needs. The Committee discussed the
importance of the public input process and the Committee' s ability to respond to that

public input.

Cormick led the Committee in discussing a draft list of options regarding 20-Y ear
Investments that staff had prepared. The following summary organizes the comments by
the corresponding option.

Bl
Genera consensus was achieved that the state needs to promote regional empowerment
in order to make coordinated investment decisions. Nevertheless, three sets of decision
making, planning, and funding authorities will continueto exist: the Sate leve, whichis
concerned with corridors of statewide significance; the regiond level, which is seeing an
increasing number of significant projects; and the local level. Those levels dso represent
three areasin which to invest. Committee members noted that improved analysis

resulting from different perspectives can be an advantage of regionalizing transportation
investment decison-making. Also, aregiona approach can serve as a bridge between the
Washington State Department of Transportation and local stakeholders.

It was suggested the Committee have a conversation to clarify itsgoas and visons. The
Char commented that in generating alist of investment strategy options, avison will be
shaped. He added that a vision will become clearer after the Committee receives public
input regarding the options. He aso noted that because each stakeholder has a particular
agenda and god for the state transportation system, it might be difficult to create a
cohesvevison.

B2

Some Committee members raised concern with the words “ All Jurisdictions.” It was
noted that some rural and other jurisdictions should not be required to conduct an
extengve planning process that will not ultimately change investment decisons. Itis
unnecessary to spend time and money considering options that are not appropriate or
feasble for a particular jurisdiction. The god of the Committeein option B2 isto
encourage decisiornrmakers at dl levelsto consder and engage in discussions about a
range of trangportation investment options that they may not have previoudy consdered.



B3

Strike “traffic” and replace with “trangportation.” The Committee requested additional
financid information from aff on this option.

B4

Adopt language used in A3, on More Efficient Use of Transportation Facilities.
It was suggested that replacing “dl jurisdictions’” with “state, regiond, and local
jurisdictions’ in A3 would be consstent, clearer, and more explanatory.

B5

Deetethis option astheideais dready addressed in A2. Take out reference to B5in B3.

B6

Strike the word “urban.” A suggestion was made to reword the option to say, “Recognize
the investments needed at each level” and include the following table. The Committee

will discuss thisissue further at its next meeting. Members expanded on a three-tier
framework for trangportation investment that was discussed earlier in the meeting.

Tier Type of Investment Funding Source

T1 Preservation Existing Funds
Maintenance
Safety
= All modes
= All jurisdictions

T2 Statewide Priority Corridors Statewide Revenue Source

» Flexible

T3 Regional Priority Corridors Regional Revenue Source

Local Priority Corridors Local Revenue Source

= Regional equity
= Possibly flow from mobility funds

The Committee acknowledged that this option would require action by the legidature.

B7

Delete this option regarding balot box determination of regiond transportation revenue
and authority sincethe ideaiis dready addressed in Al.

B8

Combine this option with B6, which discusses regiona equity.




B9

Deetethisoption asit is being discussed by the Revenue Committee.
B10

The language in B10, the land use planning option, should be made stronger and should
include specific examples. Reword “should be more closdy linked” to “isacriticd and
inextricable link.”

Some members voiced concern that such a mandate would impose overly large costs on
smdler jurisdictions. 1t was suggested that the Committee recommend incentives rather
than mandates. There was generd agreement on the importance of the land use and
trangportation connection, but concerns emerged on how to it should be strengthened.

Bll

Four categories of investmentsin “smart growth” were identified: (1) direct financid
invesment in “smart growth” projects; (2) eimination of barriersto “smart growth”; (3)
resources for jurisdictions to develop “smart growth” plans; and (4) incentives for “smart
growth.” The Committee requested that staff review the Land Use and Transportation
issue paper for specific “smart growth” policy optionsto include in arevised option B11.

Some Committee members raised concern with the phrase “ smart growth,” suggesting it
could have a negative connotation. A suggestion was made to replace “smart growth”
with “high dengity.” A Committee member noted that some federa funds available in the
federa Transportation Equity Act for the 21% Century (TEA-21) are driven by “smart
growth.” The Committee asked St&ff to rewrite the option in such away that “ smart
growth” is not the lead-in term but serves as the definitiond term.

B12

Rewrite to include specific policies to achieve affordable housing, such aslocation
efficient mortgages, reduced parking minimums, and transfer of development credits.

B13

Reword “Incentives should be consdered to encourage use” to read “Incentives should be
considered which would encourage use.”



Add the fallowing bulleted items:
park & ridelots
employer-paid trangit pass
HexCar (car-shaing)

The Committee requested additiond information from staff regarding cost and benefit
projections.

Bl4

It was suggested that the Committee make regiond or statewide integration of Intelligent
Trangportation Systems (ITS) one of its priority investment srategies. Integration of the
technology would generate benefits far greater than using the technology in isolated
ingances. The Committee requested additiond information from staff regarding cost and
benefit projections.

B15

It was suggested that the Committee generate an option regarding investment in human
resources such astraining, skill building, and professond opportunities. One member
provided notes for staff to review and incorporate into options.

Washington’s Passenger Rail

Kenneth Uznanski, Jr., Rail Office Manager, led ateam from the Washington State
Department of Trangportation’s Passenger Rail Division in presenting an overview of
passenger rail in Washington. Stephen Anderson of WSDOT described the origins,
successes, and future plans of the Pecific Northwest Rail Corridor and provided a detailed
look at why the passenger rail corridor is agood investment, even for other modes of

transportation.

Anderson differentiated among different types of ral passenger systems and specified

that his discussion would be focused on aregiond rail corridor. The Pecific Northwest
Corridor, named Amtrak Cascades, stretches 466 miles from Vancouver, B.C., to Eugene,
Oregon. It servesarapidly growing population of 8 million people, and it is one of eight
federdly designated high-speed rail corridors. The serviceis a product of public-private
joint investment and development. The operating funds for the trains are received from
ticket-buying passengers, Amtrak, and the states of Washington and Oregon.

In 1992, the High- Speed Ground Trangportation Study made severd findings including
the following: (1) population is rgpidly increasing and will continue to increase; (2)
intercity travel isincreasing more rapidly than population — the number of trips madein
the corridor will increase 75 percent by the year 2020.



Anderson listed the benefits of the Pacific Northwest Rail Corridor, which he believes
place ral investment on par with overdl economic investment:
- Maintains the Pacific Northwest qudlity of life;

Provide economic vitdity in this region;

Safer than other modes;

Cost-effective;

Coordination among modes improves mobility for al modes,

Freight moves more fluidly to and from ports;

Decreased congestion on highways, and

Improved air qudity.

The WSDOT Rail officeis usng an entrepreneurial gpproach to achieve synergy among
modes, examples of these programs are the “Grain Train” and the “Apple Express.”
More opportunities exist for public- private partnerships, such as NAFTA and overnight
intermodd freight service.

The WSDOT Rail officeisusing an incrementd or progressive approach to making
capacity service improvementsin the corridor. The ideaisto design waysto build the
service block by block. The benefits of thistype of gpproach include (1) investments are
made alittle & atime; (2) you can make sure that you have done everything right; (3)
improvements are immediately ussful; (4) customer demand drives service improvements
and other investments. This gpproach has been successful: ridership in 1999 was 2.5
timesthat in 1993; revenue in 1999 was 4 times that in 1993; and Amtrak Cascades has
been ranked number one in the nation in customer satisfaction for the past three years.

The estimated cost for improving the Pacific Northwest Rail Corridor is$2.1 billion. The
date srespongbility is currently $1.1 hillion, but potentia sources of funding to cover a
part of that exigt at the federd leve.

Jm Sakey, Public Transportation and Rail Divison Director, briefly summarized the
successes and benefits of the Pacific Northwest Corridor. Siake urged the Committee to
keegp in mind multi-moda choices in transportation investments, and he emphasized the
importance of public-privae initiatives.

Next M eeting

The next Committee meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, May 10, 2000, 8:30 a.m.—
1:00 p.m., in the SealTac Room &t the Sealac Holiday Inn.

The Committee adjourned at 4.00 p.m.



